United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
I nilid Stall-, Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 



APPLICATION NO. 



I0/504.4K5 



FILING DATE 



01/1 V2000 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



Lysander Chrisstoffels 



23416 7590 05/11/2010 

CONNOLLY BOVE LODGE & HUTZ, LLP 
P O BOX 2207 
WILMINGTON, DE 19899 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO. 



13111-00029-US1 



1. 1. . V C1IRIMOP1I1.R RAYMOND 



PAPER NUMBER 



DELIVERY MODE 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07) 



l/ffflrC? nVrliUli Otfff Iff ids y 


Application No. 

10/564,485 


Applicant(s) 

CHRISSTOFFELS ET AL. 


Examiner 

Christopher R. Lea 


Art Unit 

1619 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 June 2009 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 17-24 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 
Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-16 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E| All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 

'TOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20100503 



Application/Control Number: 10/564,485 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1619 

DETAILED ACTION 

The examiner of your application in the USPTO has changed. To aid in 
correlating any papers for this application, all further correspondence regarding this 
application should be directed to Examiner Christopher Lea in Art Unit 1619. 

This application is a 371 (national stage application) of PCT/EP04/07741 . 

Receipt of Amendments/Remarks filed on June 15, 2009, is acknowledged. In 
response to Non-final office action dated January 15, 2009, applicant amended claims 
1, 9-11, 14, & 15 and added no new claims. Claims 1-24 are pending. Claims 1-16 are 
under examination. 

Rejections and/or objections not reiterated from previous office actions are 
hereby withdrawn. The following rejections and/or objections are either reiterated or 
newly applied. All new rejections applied have been necessitated by applicant's 
amendment to the claims. They constitute the complete set presently being applied to 
the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

4. Claims 1-12 & 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hossel et al. (US PreGrant Publication 2001/0021375, hereafter HosseM). 

Applicant claims 

Applicant claims an aqueous polymeric dispersion obtainable from the free- 
radical polymerization of mixture of a) at least one a,p-ethylenically unsaturated amide- 
containing monomer, b) a crosslinking monomer containing two a,|3-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bonds, and c) a monomer containing an a,|3-ethylenically 
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unsaturated double bond and a cationic or cationogenic group, in the presence of an 
aqueous polymeric anionic dispersant D). 

Determination of the scope and content of the prior art 
(MPEP 2141.01) 

HosseM teaches, as a whole, a cosmetic light protection formulation comprising 
a polymeric composition (abstract). 

HosseM teaches a copolymer obtained by the free-radical polymerization of a 
mixture of monomers ([0060]), where in the monomers used include (a) N- 
vinylimidazoles ([0023], corresponds to c) in the instant claims), (b) N-vinyllactams 
([0040], corresponds to a) in the instant claims), and optionally (e) crosslinking 
monomers such as triallylamine ([0058], corresponds to b) in the instant claims). 
HosseM teaches that the mixtures can be mixed with conventional polymers such as 
acrylic acid homopolymers ([0094]-[0096], corresponding to D) in the instant claims). 
HosseM teaches that additional monomers may be used in the composition including 
monomer (c) which includes compounds such as (meth)acrylic acid, crotonic acid and 
itaconic acid ([0042] corresponds to e) in the instant claims) and monomer (d) which 
includes C1-C40 alkyl esters of (meth)acryiic acids ([0043] corresponds to d) in the 
instant claims). HosseM teaches that the polymeric composition comprises 0.01- 
99.99% monomer (a), 0.01-99.99% of monomer (b), 0-50% each of monomers (c) & (d), 
and 0-10% monomer (e) ([0011]). HosseM teaches that the pH of the mixture can be 
adjusted to a physiologically compatible pH ([0038]). HosseM teaches that the polymeric 
solids can but do not need to be isolated from the dispersion ([0063]-[0064]). 
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As to the claimed light transmittance, where the claimed and prior art products 
are substantially identical in structure or composition, or are produced by substantially 
identical processes, a prima facie case of obviousness has been established. Further, 
The U.S. Patent Office is not equipped with analytical instruments to test prior art 
compositions for the infinite number of ways that a subsequent applicant may present 
previously unmeasured characteristics. When as here, the prior art appears to contain 
the exact same ingredients and applicant's own disclosure supports the suitability of the 
prior art composition as the inventive composition component, the burden is properly 
shifted to applicant to show otherwise. Absent evidence to the contrary, the prior art 
composition must possess the claimed light transmittance, since it is substantially 
identical to the claimed composition (See MPEP § 2112.01). 

Ascertainment of the difference between the prior art and the claims 
(MPEP 2141 .02) 

The difference between the teachings of HosseM and the instant claims is that 
HosseM does not exemplify an embodiment of the invention possessing the polymer 
dispersant. 

Finding of prima facie obviousness 
Rationale and Motivation (MPEP 2142-2143) 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the claimed invention was made to formulate a polymer dispersion according to the 

teachings of HosseM and produce the instant invention. The skilled artisan would have 
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been motivated to add a polymer dispersant because HosseM teaches that the 
polymeric composition can be combined with conventional polymer dispersants such as 
homo- and copolymers of acrylic acid (supra). 

From the teachings of the references, it is apparent that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have had a reasonable expectation of success in formulating a polymer 
dispersion according to the teachings of HosseM and producing the claimed invention. 
Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima facie obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, as evidenced by the 
references, especially in the absence of evidence to the contrary. 

5. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HosseM 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kim et al. (WO2001/062809 using US 
PreGrant Publication 2003/0147929 as translation). 

Applicant claims 

Applicant claims an aqueous polymeric dispersion obtainable from the free- 
radical polymerization of mixture of a) at least one a,p-ethylenically unsaturated amide- 
containing monomer, b) a crosslinking monomer containing two a,p-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bonds, and c) a monomer containing an a,|3-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bond and a cationic or cationogenic group, in the presence of an 
aqueous polymeric anionic dispersant D). 



Determination of the scope and content of the prior art 
(MPEP 2141.01) 
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The teachings of HosseM are laid out above. 

Ascertainment of the difference between the prior art and the claims 
(MPEP2141.02) 

The difference between the teachings of HosseM and the instant claims is that 
HosseM does not teach including a polymerization regulator. This deficiency in HosseM 
is cured by the teachings of Kim et al. 

Kim et al. teach, as a whole, a cosmetic agent comprising a copolymer (abstract). 

Kim et al. teach a copolymer obtained by the free-radical polymerization of a 
mixture of monomers ([0179]), where in the monomers used include (b) N-vinyllactams 
([0054], corresponds to a) in the instant claims), (c) N-vinylimidazoles ([0072], 
corresponds to c) in the instant claims), and optionally (f) crosslinking monomers such 
as triallylamine ([0103], corresponds to b) in the instant claims). Kim et al. teach that 
additional monomers may be used in the composition including monomer(d) which 
includes C1-C40 alkyl esters of (meth)acrylic acids ([0082] corresponds to d) in the 
instant claims) and monomer (e) which includes compounds such as (meth)acrylic acid, 
crotonic acid and itaconic acid ([0042] corresponds to e) in the instant claims). Kim et 
al. teaches that the polymeric composition comprises 25-90% of monomer (b), 0.5-30% 
each of monomers (c), 0-30% of monomer (d), and 0.001-4% of monomer (f) ([0036]- 
[0038] & [0102]). Kim et al. teach that a regulator can be added to the polymerization 
mixture to control the K-value (a polymer parameter related to chain length of the 
polymer molecules and bulk viscosity of the polymer in solution) of the resulting polymer 
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([0188]-[0189]). Kim et al. teach that the polymeric solids can but do not need to be 
isolated from the dispersion ([0189]). 

Finding of prima facie obviousness 
Rationale and Motivation (MPEP 2142-2143) 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the claimed invention was made to add a regulator as taught by Kim et al. to the 
polymerizable mixture of HosseM and produce the instant invention. The skilled artisan 
would have been motivated to add a regulator because Kim et al. teach that the 
regulator can be used to control the K-value of the polymer (which in turns controls the 
viscosity of the polymer). 

From the teachings of the references, it is apparent that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have had a reasonable expectation of success in adding a regulator as 
taught by Kim et al. to the polymerizable mixture of HosseM and producing the claimed 
invention. Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima facie obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, as evidenced by the 
references, especially in the absence of evidence to the contrary. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8-12, & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Dieing et al. (US Patent 6,682,725). 

The applied reference has a common inventor and assignee with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
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might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .1 30 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Applicant claims 

Applicant claims an aqueous polymeric dispersion obtainable from the free- 
radical polymerization of mixture of a) at least one a,p-ethylenically unsaturated amide- 
containing monomer, b) a crosslinking monomer containing two a,(3-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bonds, and c) a monomer containing an a,(3-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bond and a cationic or cationogenic group, in the presence of an 
aqueous polymeric anionic dispersant D). 

Determination of the scope and content of the prior art 
(MPEP 2141.01) 

Dieing et al. teach, as a whole, a cosmetic hair composition comprising a 
polymeric composition (abstract). 
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Dieing et al. teach a copolymer obtained by the free-radical polymerization of a 
mixture of monomers (column 2, lines 40-43), where in the monomers used include (a) 
N-vinylimidazoles (column2, line 65 through column 3, line 64, corresponds to c) in the 
instant claims), (b) N-vinyllactams (column 4, lines 14-23, corresponds to a) in the 
instant claims), and (d) crosslinking monomers such as triallylamine (column 4, line 44, 
through column 6, line 8, corresponds to b) in the instant claims). Dieing et al. teach that 
the mixtures can be mixed with conventional polymers such as acrylic acid 
homopolymers (column 6, line 62 through column 7, line 14, corresponding to D) in the 
instant claims). Dieing et al. teach that additional monomers may be used in the 
composition including monomer (c) which includes C1-C24 alkyl esters of (meth)acrylic 
acids (column 4, lines 38-43, corresponds to d) in the instant claims). Dieing et al. 
teaches that the polymeric composition comprises 1-99.99% monomer (a), 0-98.99% of 
monomer (b), 0-50% of monomer (c), and 0.01-10% monomer (d) (column 2, lines 44- 
60). 

As to the claimed light transmittance, where the claimed and prior art products 
are substantially identical in structure or composition, or are produced by substantially 
identical processes, a prima facie case of obviousness has been established. Further, 
The U.S. Patent Office is not equipped with analytical instruments to test prior art 
compositions for the infinite number of ways that a subsequent applicant may present 
previously unmeasured characteristics. When as here, the prior art appears to contain 
the exact same ingredients and applicant's own disclosure supports the suitability of the 
prior art composition as the inventive composition component, the burden is properly 
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shifted to applicant to show otherwise. Absent evidence to the contrary, the prior art 
composition must possess the claimed light transmittance, since it is substantially 
identical to the claimed composition (See MPEP § 2112.01). 

Ascertainment of the difference between the prior art and the claims 
(MPEP 2141 .02) 

The difference between the teachings of Dieing et al. and the instant claims is 
that Dieing et al. do not exemplify an embodiment of the invention possessing the 
polymer dispersant. 

Finding of prima facie obviousness 
Rationale and Motivation (MPEP 2142-2143) 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the claimed invention was made to formulate a polymer dispersion according to the 
teachings of Dieing et al. and produce the instant invention. The skilled artisan would 
have been motivated to add a polymer dispersant because Dieing et al. teaches that the 
polymeric composition can be combined with conventional polymer dispersants such as 
homo- and copolymers of acrylic acid (supra). 

From the teachings of the references, it is apparent that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have had a reasonable expectation of success in formulating a polymer 
dispersion according to the teachings of Dieing et al. and producing the claimed 
invention. Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima facie obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, as evidenced by the 
references, especially in the absence of evidence to the contrary. 
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7. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8-12, & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Hossel et al. (US Patent 7,422,735, hereafter Hossel2). 

The applied reference has a common inventor and assignee with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1 .1 30 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

Applicant claims 

Applicant claims an aqueous polymeric dispersion obtainable from the free- 
radical polymerization of mixture of a) at least one a,p-ethylenically unsaturated amide- 
containing monomer, b) a crosslinking monomer containing two a,p-ethylenically 
unsaturated double bonds, and c) a monomer containing an a,p-ethylenically 
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unsaturated double bond and a cationic or cationogenic group, in the presence of an 
aqueous polymeric anionic dispersant D). 

Determination of the scope and content of the prior art 
(MPEP 2141.01) 

Hossel2 teaches, as a whole, a cosmetic dermatological formulation comprising 
a polymeric composition (abstract). 

Hossel2 teaches a copolymer obtained by the free-radical polymerization of a 
mixture of monomers (column 2, lines 37-39), where in the monomers used include (a) 
N-vinylimidazoles (column 2, line 66 through column column 4, line 41, corresponds to 
c) in the instant claims), (b) N-vinyllactams (column 4, lines 42-57, corresponds to a) in 
the instant claims), and (e) crosslinking monomers such as triallylamine (column 5, line 
23 through column 6, line 51, corresponds to b) in the instant claims). Hossel2 teaches 
that the mixtures can be mixed with conventional polymers such as acrylic acid 
homopolymers (column 9, lines 20-43, corresponding to D) in the instant claims). 
Hossel2 teaches that additional monomers may be used in the composition including 
monomer (c) which includes compounds such as (meth)acrylic acid, crotonic acid and 
itaconic acid (column 4, lines 58-65, corresponds to e) in the instant claims) and 
monomer (d) which includes C1-C40 alkyl esters of (meth)acrylic acids (column 4, line 66 
through column 5, line 22, corresponds to d) in the instant claims). Hossel2 teaches 
that the polymeric composition comprises 1-99.99% monomer (a), 0-98.99% of 
monomer (b), 0-50% each of monomers (c) & (d), and 0.01-10% monomer (e) (column 
2, lines 40-60). 
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As to the claimed light transmittance, where the claimed and prior art products 
are substantially identical in structure or composition, or are produced by substantially 
identical processes, a prima facie case of obviousness has been established. Further, 
The U.S. Patent Office is not equipped with analytical instruments to test prior art 
compositions for the infinite number of ways that a subsequent applicant may present 
previously unmeasured characteristics. When as here, the prior art appears to contain 
the exact same ingredients and applicant's own disclosure supports the suitability of the 
prior art composition as the inventive composition component, the burden is properly 
shifted to applicant to show otherwise. Absent evidence to the contrary, the prior art 
composition must possess the claimed light transmittance, since it is substantially 
identical to the claimed composition (See MPEP § 2112.01). 

Ascertainment of the difference between the prior art and the claims 
(MPEP 2141 .02) 

The difference between the teachings of Hossel2 and the instant claims is that 
Hossel2 does not exemplify an embodiment of the invention possessing the polymer 
dispersant. 

Finding of prima facie obviousness 
Rationale and Motivation (MPEP 2142-2143) 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the claimed invention was made to formulate a polymer dispersion according to the 

teachings of Hossel2 and produce the instant invention. The skilled artisan would have 

been motivated to add a polymer dispersant because Hossel2 teaches that the 
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polymeric composition can be combined with conventional polymer dispersants such as 
homo- and copolymers of acrylic acid {supra). 

From the teachings of the references, it is apparent that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have had a reasonable expectation of success in formulating a polymer 
dispersion according to the teachings of Hossel2 and producing the claimed invention. 
Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima facie obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, as evidenced by the 
references, especially in the absence of evidence to the contrary. 

In light of the forgoing discussion, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
concluded that the subject matter defined by the instant claims would have been 
obvious within the meaning of 35 USC 103(a). 

Additional Prior Art made of Record 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Chrisstoffels et al. (WO2004/022616 using US PreGrant 
Publication 2005/0265950 as translation) teach a copolymer containing the claimed 
monomers but not the polymeric dispersant. Muller et al. (WO2004/030642 using US 
PreGrant Publication 2005/0281774 as translation) teach a copolymer containing the 
claimed monomers but not the polymeric dispersant. 



Conclusion 

Claims 1-16 are rejected. Claims 17-24 are withdrawn. No claims are allowed. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher R. Lea whose telephone number is (571) 
270-5870. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:00-4:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Yvonne "Bonnie" Eyler can be reached on (571)272-0871. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/YVONNE L. EYLER/ 10. R. L/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1 61 9 Examiner, Art Unit 1 61 9 
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